IN the article "Benjamin" in the Encyclopaedia Biblica soon to appear, the present writer argues that traces of systematic structure in parts of the list occupying i Chron. viii suggest that perhaps at one time the whole chapter was far less incoherent than it now seems. A few simple emendations possessing inherent probability go so far towards introducing order and meaning that the case for other emendations, not in themselves so obvious, gains in plausibility, and the conviction is borne in upon one that a determined effort must be made to remove the textual corruption by which the passage is obscured. It is proposed here to state as briefly as possible the main grounds of this contentionl. If some of the details are necessarily of a kind that may seem tedious, there are also points of considerable interest; and if the general result should be to any extent admitted, the inferences that must eventually be drawn are not unimportant.
Several considerations combine to prove that the text of the long list of Benjamite names in I Chron. viii is corrupt. We shall begin with one of the most obvious points.
Elpaal and his brothers (vv. I i b-27
).-Ver. 12 a, with its three sons of Elpaal, disturbs the scheme of the genealogy as at present arranged, for, as we shall see, Elpaal's 1 For the sake of brevity, constant reference to the hypothetical nature of the conclusions proposed is avoided. The reader will easily supply the necessary qualifications. Technical details will be omitted as much as possible; but the nature of the argument determines the method of treatment.
sons follow naturally in ver. 17 f. along with the sons of his brothers. The names of the b'ne Elpaal in ver. 12 The most natural explanation of the disorder and the resemblance would be to regard ver. 12 a as a duplicate of ver. I7 f. The probability of this being the case is raised to practical certainty by the fact that we can show (as we shall do presently) how ver. I2 a came to be repeated, and even why it was inserted precisely after ver. I. Finally, any excuse for lingering hesitancy is removed when we find how symmetrical the whole passage becomes on the simple omission of ver. 12. All that is necessary is to read " Ahio" in ver. 14 as "his brethren" (i'nt as 1InK), or to correct it to "their brethren "-that vinm is not, as even (i supposed, a proper name is shown by the fact that it is not afterwards resumed in the way that, as we shall see, the names on each side of it are resumed-and we have in vv. I1-27 first an account of the five (six) "sons" of Hushim, and then a list of their descendants. For the "sons" Elpaal (ver. I ), Beriah, Shema (ver. 13), Shashak, and Jeremoth (ver. 14), are obviously the same as the "fathers" Elpaal (ver. 8), Beriah (ver. 16), Shimei (ver. 21), Shashak (ver. 25), and Jeroham (ver. 27). It may indeed be objected that in ver. I Elpaal precedes Beriah (ver. 13), whilst in ver. i8 he follows Beriah (ver. I6), and it might be supposed that this is an indication that ver. II is the original and ver. I7 f. the duplicate. But this change of order really points us to the explanation of the whole confusion. Some scribe, after copying the list of five " sons"
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(vv. 12-14), began the list of their descendants; but after he had written "Zebadiah," the name of the first son of Elpaal, his eye passed to Zebadiah the first son of Beriah. The sons of Elpaal were thus entirely omitted. They were therefore written on the margin. Subsequently they were restored to the text, but (by mistake) before instead of after Beriah. The writer of another copy, however, inserted them independently into his copy, and was, somewhat naturally, misled into placing them immediately after the mention of Elpaal in ver. II. Our present text is a conflation of the two attempts to remedy the blunder.
It is thus plain that the text has suffered in transmission. It also appears that some of the corruptions can by care be removed. All is now clear from ver. 1i to ver. 27.
Working our way backwards from ver. II, we ask who this venerable Hushim is whose posterity is enumerated in In favour of the word being a proper name is the fact that it is just as meaningless-taken as a verb-when it recurs, this time unrecognized as a name by rBA, in verse 6b. Taken as a verb--as it is taken by the versions, ancient and modern alike (E.V. "and they removed them ") -to whom could it refer ? If we take the word as a noun we are reminded of eyXaa, which in I Chron. vi. 69 [54] (B represents Aijalon. Here, however, tyXaal more probably points to a form S. Such a name is, no doubt, unknown; but the formation is frequent in names of places. The probability, if it is a proper name, that it began with a 4 is increased by the fact that it so occurs in verse 6b (D[]~h).
The next two words in verse 6, "to Manahath" (nntn-.), suit the verbal meaning; but they may have been made to fit it. If we adopt the proper-name theory we must assume that they have been changed. Perhaps we could best explain them as a corruption of some other name, possibly the Benjamite place-name Alemeth (see chap. vii. 8)-a corruption resulting from the interpretation of tyAaa,l as Io6 a verb (which seemed to need a preposition), assisted perhaps by a conflation of the well-known alternative forms jt5y and nnew. The "he " (mn) before LyXaaM, in verse 7 a can hardly in any case be right. It might be a miscorrection of an " and " connecting Alemeth (i. e. "to Manahath") with LyAaa--an "and" which would naturally become unintelligible when the three names (Naaman, Ahiah, Gera) at the beginning of ver. 7, which seem out of place (to this we shall return), strayed into their present position. It will now become natural to understand the parenthetic ver. Chronicler might be expected, however, to find a way of engrafting him more or less organically into his genealogical tree. Nor is it difficult to divine how he would do it. For the eponymos Ehud was a son of Gera, and Gera is prominently mentioned in vv. I-7. We must see, therefore, whether it is possible in some way to connect Ehud with Gera in the present list, and for this purpose we must endeavour to find our way through the labyrinth of the opening verses of the chapter. It is not, after all, very difficult, for Gera himself supplies us with the clue.
8. Opening verses.-Probably the most noticeable peculiarity of the opening verses of the chapter is the recurrence of the group Naaman-Ahiah-Gera. This suggests that the names form a well-defined Gera triplet. In seeking to determine its original position, however, we note another Gera-clause -Gera-Abihud-Abishua -in vv. 3, 4. This, which we shall find to be parenthetic, and the following Gera-group cannot be regarded as in place; for if we remove them we find that they have been keeping apart " Addar" (ver. 3) and "Shephuphan and Huram" (ver. 5), a group that may plausibly be regarded as equivalent to a pretty clear triplet in P's Benjamin list in Gen. xlvi. 2I. That list, when critically examined, is found to consist of three triplets:- We may conjecture that they are the reading of an erroneous copy of a defaced MS., and that the two other Gera-triplets already detached as 'out of place (viz. vv. 4 a/3-5 aa, and 7 a a respectively) represent a marginal reading, from a better copy, which has crept into the text at two wrong places. If this restoration can be accepted, we arrive at the remarkable result that vv. I-5 contain nothing but P's three triplets 
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Genesis list, can be regarded as dependent on an earlier, but already corrupt, form of what the Chronicler used: in (a) Becher has been read "first-born," and therefore ignored1.
We can now perceive what the parenthetic Gera-clause (vv. 3b3, 4aa) must be: if it is to be taken with the restored triplet (b), the last and only important name of which is Gera, it should, according to all analogies, convey some additional information about Gera-that is to say, we must read, not "and Gera and Abihud and Abishua," but "and Gera was the father of Ehud and the father of Shua" (viw mK1 1K N :K2 K:1 for y)i -nllK KmJ1). The natural sequel to this is, of course, vv. 6-27, with their genealogical tree of descendants of Ehud.
9. Verses 39 and 40.-All that is now needed to complete the scheme is the descendants of Shua, and we suggest that We may conjecturally reconstruct the history of the passage somewhat thus. Originally viii. 6-27 (descendants of Ehud, son of Gera) was immediately followed by 1 Fundamente israelitischer und jidischer Geschichte, p. 14. 13. Review.-We shall not at present carry the work of reconstruction any farther. We have endeavoured to restore to something with a purpose a chapter that seemed a mere waste of names. It is not likely that all the suggestions we have made will commend themselves to other students. They have very various degrees of probability: some are hardly more plausible than alternative suggestions that might have been made. These details are of comparatively slight importance. The main point is, that the chapter requires somewhat bold treatment. The reconstruction suggested above may be very far from what a consensus of opinion will eventually adopt as the nearest approach we can make to the original form of the chapter. But some reconstruction, it would seem, there must be.
Merely for the sake of convenience we recapitulate in tabular form the main points.
Of this the copying of viii. 30-38 into chap. ix. (after verse 35) was either the cause or a natural consequence.
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